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rate, I get a 15-percent deduction. That
is how it works.

The Joint Tax Committee estimates
that 26 million people will get benefits
as a consequence of the health care
provisions, but only 1.6 million of those
people are people who currently don’t
have health insurance.

Republicans in Congress, I think cor-
rectly, are saying that what Governor
Bush said in the third debate, ‘‘That is
the difference between my opponent
and I;’’ he wants Washington to decide
and select who gets a tax cut. Repub-
licans apparently are saying that the
Governor is wrong, because we are
going to select who gets the tax cuts.

If you are going to have a tax cut
right now, it seems to me one of the
things we ought to try to do is to say:
This remarkable recovery we are hav-
ing right now has been fabulous, but
there are some people who have been
left behind. Let’s try to help them ac-
quire pensions in their part of the
American dream. Let’s try to help
them acquire health insurance in their
part of the American dream. We don’t
do that.

As I said, I heard my Republican
friends assert several times that Demo-
crats were on board and support many
of the provisions. That is true. But we
added provisions that were stricken
out. We added provisions that would
have made the proposal much more
fair. I believe you cannot apply a fair-
ness test every single time you are
doing things. There are times when life
isn’t fair. But when you are giving tax
cuts to American working families, it
seems to me a test of fairness is appro-
priate. When you are trying to increase
the number of people who have pen-
sions in the workforce, when you are
trying to increase the number of people
who have health insurance, a test of
fairness is appropriate for Members of
Congress to try to apply to the piece of
legislation we are considering.

Those are the two objections I have
to what is going on right now. The first
is, I think we have lost our way when
it comes to fiscal discipline, the dis-
cipline that enabled us to say to a cit-
izen, when a citizen comes and says,
Senator, it only costs $100 million over
10, would you offer an amendment, and
I would always say in the 1990s, well, I
have to have a ‘‘pay for.’’ I have to find
an offset.

Not anymore. If the pay-go provi-
sions of the Budget Act are repealed, as
is proposed in this tax bill, no longer
will that be necessary. It used to be I
would say: Look, this is going to be
tough because it is beyond what we au-
thorized in the Budget Act and to get
60 votes to waive the Budget Act is
going to be hard.

Not any longer does it appear to be
difficult to waive the Budget Act. That
discipline that enabled us to get where
we are today is at risk in the closing
days of the 106th Congress.

I hope that in this election the Amer-
ican people will say loud and clear we
recognize the value of that fiscal dis-

cipline. We benefited from economic
growth. We benefited from lower mort-
gage payments. We benefited from
greater opportunity as a consequence
of Congress getting its act together, all
the way through the 1980s and 1990,
1993, and in 1997.

Secondly, I have great objection, as I
look at especially the tax cut proposal,
but also the BBA give-back proposal,
that we simply haven’t applied a test
of fairness. That is why it was a mis-
take for Republicans to have a meeting
with only Republicans. If you want
something to be bipartisan, you have
to let Democrats in the room. Like-
wise, Democrats can’t hold a meeting
and expect it to be bipartisan if we are
the only ones in the room, and then go
out and say: Gee, I don’t understand
why Senator HATCH won’t sign on
board. It is something he supported
years ago. I don’t understand why he
won’t support this. It is similar to
something he was talking about. The
answer is, he wasn’t in the room. He
didn’t have an opportunity to voice his
concern. He didn’t have an opportunity
to say what he liked or didn’t like.

What the Republicans did is they
brought something that stripped out
things we had agreed to, and they did
not apply a test of fairness. As a con-
sequence, I am pleased, especially con-
nected to the loss of fiscal discipline,
that in the closing days of the 106th the
President has indicated he is going to
veto these two pieces of legislation. I
think the American people will be the
beneficiaries of it.

My hope is, on both of them, that it
will result in bipartisan negotiation
and producing something the President
can sign. It can be done. We don’t have
to run out of here over the weekend.
We know exactly what to do. It would
take us about 30 minutes to put to-
gether a tax bill and a BBA give-back
bill that would get 80 votes on this
floor. We wouldn’t have to sit and say,
I wonder if the President is going to
sign it. We would know he would sign
it. If we have 80 votes, he is going to
sign it. The last time I checked, that is
still enough to override a veto. But we
didn’t do that.

As a result, we are left here on Octo-
ber 27, 27 days beyond the time we were
supposed to be done and home, we are
left here, still a long way to go before
we have an agreement, a long way to
go before we will be able to say we have
closed up shop and we have finished the
people’s business.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah.
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, my col-

league made some pretty good points
on fairness, except we asked ‘‘is it
fair,’’ too. Is it fair to allow 3.5 million
legal immigrants to be held in line so
that we can take care of approximately
4 million illegal immigrants? That is
the point I was making earlier in the
day. Frankly, it is a matter I find of
great importance.

THE CALENDAR

PRIVATE RELIEF

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration, en bloc,
of the following bills which are at the
desk: H.R. 848, H.R. 3184, H.R. 3414, and
H.R. 5266.

I ask unanimous consent that the
bills be read the third time and passed,
the motions to reconsider be laid upon
the table, and that any statements re-
lating to the bills be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

FOR THE RELIEF OF SEPANDAN
FARNIA AND FARBOD FARNIA

The bill (H.R. 848) for the relief of
Sepandan Farnia and Farbod Farnia
was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed.
f

FOR THE RELIEF OF ZOHREH
FARHANG GHAHFAROKHI

The bill (H.R. 3184) for the relief of
Zohreh Farhang Ghahfarokhi was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.
f

FOR THE RELIEF OF LUIS A.
LEON-MOLINA, LIGIA PADRON,
JUAN LEON PADRON, RENDY
LEON PADRON, MANUEL LEON
PADRON, AND LUIS LEON
PADRON

The bill (H.R. 3414) for the relief of
Luis A. Leon-Molina, Ligia Padron,
Juan Leon Padron, Rendy Leon
Padron, Manuel Leon Padron, and Luis
Leon Padron, was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.
f

FOR THE RELIEF OF SAEED REZAI

The bill (H.R. 5266) for the relief of
Saeed Rezai, was considered, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.
f

FOR THE PRIVATE RELIEF OF
RUTH HAIRSTON

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of
H.R. 660, and the Senate then proceed
to its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 660) for the private relief of

Ruth Hairston by waiver of a filing deadline
for appeal from a ruling relating to her ap-
plication for a survivor annuity.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the bill be read the
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